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*****Amended and Approved 11-10-10*****
Social Science Division Meeting Minutes
September 29, 2010
Imholte Hall, Room 109

Faculty in attendance: Pareena Lawrence (Chair), Joe Beaver, Katherine Benson,
Cyrus Bina, Sheri Breen, Steve Burks, Donna Chollett, Jennifer Deane, Tom Gausman,
Farah Gilanshah, Steve Gross, Roland Guyotte, Harold Hinds, Hiro Imai, J. Brooks
Jessup, Seung-Ho Joo, Paula O’Loughlin, Heather Peters, Jeff Ratliff-Crain, Roger Rose,
Jennifer Rothchild, Dennis Stewart, Marynel Ryan Van Zee, and Sheng Xiao.
Student Representative in attendance: Laura Weldy (Anth/Soc), Chris Thorne
(Econ/Mgmt), Sydney Sweep (History), Mark Privatsky (Political Science), Ellis
Valentiner (Psychology)
Faculty excused absences: June Meyerhoff, Bridget Joos, Kent Blansett, Rebecca Dean,
Arne Kildegaard, Tom Johnson, Bart Finzel, Kevin Stefanek, and Leslie Meek
Faculty on leave: Solomon Gashaw
At 5:34 p.m., Chair Lawrence called the division meeting to order.
I. Announcements:
Lawrence announced that the three search committees have been formed, and that ads
will be ready to go out in about a week.
Paula O’Loughlin provided information about the Academic Center for Enrichment
(ACE) for the faculty. The ACE Office is located in the basement of the Student Center;
its hours are 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m., Monday through Friday; and Monday and Tuesday
nights until 8:00 p.m. The ACE Office is staffed by student, faculty and staff volunteers,
and is home to the National Student Exchange, study abroad programs, undergraduate
research, the Honors Program, and various national scholarship opportunities. If there
are any questions about the ACE Office, please contact Paula directly.
Steve Burks announced that Chris Farrell has accepted the invitation to visit UMM. He
will be visiting UMM on November 29th to give a public talk about his book, The New
Frugality, to sign copies of said book, and to receive the campus green tour. Burks added
that Farrell’s visit may give Morris more green ‘street credential,’ especially where
public radio is concerned.

Lawrence mentioned that faculty could consider inviting their classes to Farrell’s public
presentation if they thought the subject matter would be beneficial to their students.
Jennifer Deane announced that the Division Policy Committee has begun to review salary
merit guidelines. They will be talking to different disciplines about concerns, interests,
and elements they would like to be incorporated into the guidelines. An email regarding
this will be sent out shortly.
II. Approval of Minutes
Lawrence made a motion to approve the September 8th and September 13th minutes.
Cyrus Bina moved, and Roland Guyotte seconded.
With no discussion and a unanimous vote, the minutes were approved.
Lawrence then reminded faculty that beginning at the next division meeting, minutes will
only be taken by tenured faculty members. This task will be rotated among faculty so
that the burden is equally shared.
III. Geography 3501 Approval
Lawrence called for the approval of changes to the Geographic Info. Systems course.
The correction is needed because the Environmental Science discipline has decided not to
accept Geog 3501 as part of their curriculum, as it does not meet their expectations as a
science course.
The change is to delete the words “and environmental science majors” from the course
rationale, as this course is not acceptable for the environmental science major.
Jeff Ratliff-Crain moved to approve the changes, and Cyrus Bina seconded.
The changes were approved by unanimous vote.
VI. GWSS Curriculum Approval
GWSS 1101 and 4901 both had new course descriptions that needed approval.
Jennifer Deane moved to approve the changes, and Sheri Breen seconded.
The motion passed with a unanimous vote.
V. Social Science Major
For the Social Science major, Econ 1951 (1 credit) was dropped, and Econ 1111
(Principles of Microeconomics, 4 credits) now replaces that course. Roland Guyotte
asked if Econ 1112, Principles of Macroeconomics is also required for this major.

Lawrence replied that Econ 1112 has always been required for the Social Science major,
so this is an addition of 3 credits to the major.
Guyotte made a point of information that since requirements for the economics courses
have gone from 5 credits to 8 credits, it now has the most requirements of any discipline
within the Social Science major.
Jeff Ratliff-Crain asked if the increase of the number of credits required for the S.S.
major has raised any concerns.
Lawrence answered that there have been no objections from Secondary Education
regarding this change.
Steve Gross commented that the Social Science major is now virtually the only major
without a capstone experience, however, since the majority of Social Science majors
gravitate towards education, it’s not a large concern as they do complete a capstone
course as part of the Secondary Education program. He did also suggest that the division
come back and look at this issue at some point, and perhaps assign a task force.
Steve Burks moved to approve the changes within the Social Science major. Cyrus Bina
seconded.
For information, a faculty member wondered how many Social Science majors there are.
Lawrence replied that there are about 13-15 per year.
Paula O’Loughlin then asked for a clarification as to why Econ 1951 was being dropped.
Lawrence explained that this course was not meeting its objectives, and it was not
working for either the students or the faculty; as the students did not have the background
to do the research work required for the course. Steve Burks added that the education
program prefers that we drop the course as well.
After a unanimous vote, the changes in the Social Science major were approved by the
division.
VI. History 3459
Chair Lawrence announced that the Lewis and Clark online course needs approval for
inactivation.
Cyrus Bina moved, and Paula O’Loughlin seconded the motion.
Jeff Ratliff-Crain asked why the course is going away, as it had been quite popular.
Lawrence articulated that the problem was that many UMM students were taking the
course, as opposed to PSEO students, posing a revenue/enrollment related issue.

Also, Wendel Cox, who had been teaching the course, was not extremely enthusiastic to
continue teaching this course, especially since this course would need to be revamped,
requiring a large time investment on his part with no guarantee that UMM would offer
this course for a few more years.
The motion passed by a unanimous vote, and the course was inactivated.

5:55 p.m. a brief recess was called while awaiting Chancellor Johnson’s arrival.
6:00 p.m. Chancellor Johnson arrived, division meeting resumed.

VII. Questions to Chancellor Johnson
Chancellor Johnson began by expressing her gratitude at being invited to come to a
Social Science Division meeting.
Lawrence then opened up the floor for questions. Paula O’Loughlin (posing questions
submitted by various division members) asked what the status of the faculty salary plan
was, whether there was a timeline for it, and, once established, whether there was a plan
to make the proposal a reality.
Johnson replied that two weeks ago, she met with Cheryl Contant, Mary Elizabeth
Bezanson, and Roger Wareham to discuss the salary plan. They talked about what the
roles of the different entities were in relation to shared governance between the two
committees. Mary Elizabeth’s plan was to take the idea of developing a plan back to the
Faculty Affairs Committee. She did so, and the F.A.C. has named working on the plan as
their top priority.
Lawrence added that she had worked on a salary plan for the Social Science Division and
that the Faculty Affairs Committee representative had met with her to discuss the plan
and requested from her a spreadsheet with the details. While Lawrence does not know
about the timeline, she gave them what she had.
Johnson also mentioned that there is typically a budget meeting in the Twin Cities around
the end of February. She asserted that if she had a tangible plan with numbers to bring to
the meeting, there would be a much better chance of us getting some of what we want.
O’Loughlin’s next question: “With an immense respect to P&A staff, what are the pluses
and minuses to linking the two when you go forward with a salary plan?”
Johnson answered that while she doesn’t like leaving out an entire valued part of the
UMM campus community, strategy-wise there are more dollar advantages to going
forward with just one proposal.

O’Loughlin: “We would like to know where we are with the budget, especially in relation
to rumors of scooping. We’ve also heard that we have a whole bunch of money in
reserve. How are we budgetarily doing, what is scooping, and what’s the truth?”
Johnson: “I think in relation to budgets, scooping means taking what’s left over at the
end of the year, and putting it into a central reserve. We don’t do this transfer
automatically; the U of M does a sort of carry-forward budget procedure.
Bart Finzel, who is not here, chairs CRPC and last spring CRPC, authorized the creation
of a reserve fund based on the projection that we would have a 2 million dollar surplus
resulting in large part from having more students than we budgeted for. The surplus is
also the result of carry-forward accounts over the years that haven’t been spent.”
Chancellor Johnson continued by explaining that the budget instructions last academic
year were explicit; if departments had carry-forward funds, they needed to tell Colleen
Miller how they were planning to spend that money so that that money can be removed
from the scooping list. Thus, reserve funds were created through communication and
input from CRPC and department directors and budget managers.
The budget also includes the annual payment of $700,000 towards the deficit we’ve
accumulated over several years. “We’re in a much stronger financial position than we’ve
been in for a number of years,” stated Johnson.
In terms of surplus from tuition revenue, for fall 2010 we budgeted for 1,603 degreeseeking students and our Fall 10 day count was 1,685 students.
Lawrence reiterated the Chancellor’s assertion that departments were fully consulted
regarding carry forwards, as she explained that when the division budget had to be
submitted she had a carry-over of $6,000. Of that money, she requested $5,000 to update
computers and other supplies for the faculty and Division staff. The rest of the money
went toward the reserve.”
Chancellor Johnson: “To clarify, these are carry-forward amounts. We have a problem of
people budgeting carry-forward accounts that don’t exist. So it’s important to account for
spending, and to be accurate, although I think we’ve come a long way with leadership in
different areas. We’ve really had some good resources poured into this process, although
we have some work to do internally.”
O’Loughlin: “In regards to the Blue Ribbon Task Force, what’s going to happen? When
is the report expected to come out? It was started over a year ago.”
Chancellor Johnson explained that the last meeting of the Blue Ribbon Task Force was
April 19th, when the group got together to work on emerging ideas. They were also set to
meet the afternoon of September 30th to return to emerging ideas, to confirm them, to
take items off the to-do list, etc. Finzel’s agenda for CRPC on October 1st was also to
take a look at the recommendations coming out of the Blue Ribbon group.

The idea was that the Blue Ribbon Group would meet and do its work, and that the
projects coming out of the group would be sent to appropriate campus governance
committees.
Chancellor Johnson: “You can probably look for a community meeting in which we will
present a written summary of those recommendations. As for the big lag between the
April 19th meeting and the September 30th meeting, it occurred because faculty and
student members were not on campus and in contract.
Heather Peters: “I know that in the past, campus has talked about how to deal with
maternity leave. Are there currently any discussions going on?”
Johnson: “I think that we are still probably in the ‘dark ages’ in terms of maternity and
paternity leaves. I don’t know what the division practice has been, but there certainly
needs to be a plan.”
Lawrence: “It’s been hard. We try to patch up temporary solutions and do the best we
can to meet the needs of the faculty requesting a leave. I know in the Twin Cities,
because certain departments have more funds and thus more flexibility, there are different
plans including a full semester leave that are department based.”
Johnson: “Perhaps it would be possible to preserve some of the reserve, to create a line in
the budget dedicated to that purpose. That would take some of the pressure off the
maternity/paternity situation.”
Jennifer Deane urged Chancellor Johnson to use her leadership position to push for
creating room in the budget for maternity/paternity leave so that those going on leave
don’t have to try and convince their colleagues to do them a favor and step in. She also
asserted that there would be a lot of people willing to put in some research on the topic.
Jennifer Rothchild added that such research should be broad enough to include medical,
family related leave etc.
Johnson responded that since there are all kinds of things that need to be funded, issues
that shouldn’t have to are now going to compete for resources. “At the same time, how
do we prioritize?”
Marynel Ryan Van Zee mentioned, for information, that the Twin Cities campus did
some research focused on terms of equity between adoptive parents and women giving
birth. On average, adoptive parents get 2 weeks, and women giving birth get 6 weeks of
leave. It was also pointed out by a faculty member that the best practices regarding
maternity/paternity leave involve not teaching that semester period, as opposed to trying
to find a partial replacement.
Johnson: “We have to figure out whether we can sustain all of these things at once.
People going on sabbatical leaves (9 this year) also take resources. I realize how

important sabbaticals are for conducting research, and for fulfilling one’s research
expectations, but it’s important to remember that there are price tags associated with
these things.”
Johnson continued by asking (rhetorically) whether we can keep spending all the money
we’re spending in all the areas we want to, and still move forward with doing all these
things that are coming up.
O’Loughlin: “And then there’s the endless question of morale on campus. I think this is
the kind of thing that can help boost morale: to take care of maternity leave. This should
be a priority.”
Another faculty member mentioned that he recently learned that faculty supplement for
sabbaticals have been reduced significantly from what it was. He added that he thinks it
is difficult for anyone to take a sabbatical when they only receive 50% of their salary. He
asked if this policy is permanent.
Johnson replied that the sabbatical supplement process used to be highly competitive;
faculty had to apply for a grant and compete with others. Now the process is not as
competitive since the money shared among all applicants which means less money for all.
At her former institution, faculty could only do a full year sabbatical at half salary, or a
half year sabbatical at full salary, which is not an option at UM. She continued by saying
that she doesn’t disagree with the faculty; she doesn’t know many people who can do
sabbatical with 50% of their salary, and that there isn’t any reason why we can’t look into
this. However, Johnson made it clear that sabbaticals fall under the dean’s area of
expertise.
Roland Guyotte: “It’s clearly university policy that they will not give full pay for a full
semester sabbatical.”
Johnson: “How do some people take sabbatical for one semester?”
Guyotte: “They take it at reduced pay-half.”
A faculty member inquired about the new university president, and how this will affect
the idea of a tuition waver.
Johnson confirmed that there will indeed be a new president. She said that she thinks the
reason behind our lack of a tuition waver (for the children of faculty/staff), has to do with
President Bruininks not being in favor of such a thing. She mentioned that the issue may
very well be raised before the new president as well who may handle it differently.
VIII. Discussion Following Chancellor Johnson’s Visit
Rothchild: “I just want to say that only a particular demographic group seemed to engage
Chancellor Johnson on the issue concerning family leave. I would like to raise a rallying

cry to everyone: this is something that we should all care about as a division. This is not
just about women giving birth. It’s our responsibility to keep pushing for this as a
division, because anything could happen to any of us. Not just maternity and paternity,
but medical or other leave as well.”
Tom Gausmann presented some information as to what goes on at the MN community
colleges. He said that they are unionized, and thus every year faculty members get 10
days of leave that they can accumulate over the years, and use for maternity or paternity.
Also, 70%, 80%, 90% of salary is offered for sabbaticals based on years of service.
Community colleges provide faculty with 2 days of personal leave; all one has to do is
call in. It’s all part of the contract.
He continued: “I’m just letting you know that the institutions in Minnesota have this kind
of program, even the state schools. Also in 2 year schools sons and daughters can attend
for free.”
Cyrus Bina: “I second what Jennifer Rothchild said. People were completely noncommittal concerning the maternity/paternity/leave issue.” “In fact, for almost every
issue we’ve raised to the Chancellor, there’s been a tendency for non-commitment on her
part, as well as a lot of talk about unrelated issues and ignoring of the issues at hand. In
fact, this had been a vivid example of the leadership by this administration at UMM
during the last 5 years or so.”
IX. Review of 7.12 Statement regarding Tenure, Annual Reviews, Post-Tenure
Reviews, and Promotion for Probationary and Tenured Faculty and Procedures of
the Division of Social Science
Jennifer Deane took the floor.
Deane explained that one of the first issues the policy committee had to work on with
respect to the 7.12 document once we received it from Vice Provost Carney was with the
matter of language in the section on conferral of tenure. Carney proposed the use of the
word “strong” instead of “satisfactory” or “good.”
Another issue that came up had to do with the use of evaluations in determining whether
a faculty member’s performance with respect to teaching was strong, etc. Carney wanted
numbers incorporated; to be strong, numbers on evaluations (SOTs) have to be between
5-6, for example.
In response to using numbers from SOTs, Roland Guyotte wondered how class times,
required vs. elective courses, class size, etc. would be taken into account.
Keeping this in mind, the policy committee decided that instead of using numbers as
recommended by Carney, the Division would continue to use language as developed by
the policy committee and approved by the Division members.

Now in the document we have actual criteria for superior teaching, and of course student
ratings will still be taken into account.
Another change that has also been proposed conforms with the all-University procedures
regarding Promotion and Tenure. It refers to the case when the Chair of Promotion and
Tenure Committee is an associate professor and the case being discussed is promotion
from Associate to Full Professor. In such a case, the chair can run the meeting and write
the report, but he/she CANNOT vote on the case.
A final change that Deane proposed to the Division was that the dates of the reviews (for
annual review and promotion and tenure) should be changed to reflect what actually
happens in the Division. Votes are taken at the beginning of the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th, 5th and 6th
year.
Donna Chollett brought to the Division’s attention that page 3 of the document did not
reflect the changes made on page 24. Chair Lawrence noted that the Policy Committee
should use the language proposed on page 24 and update page 3 as page 24 reflects the
correct language.
Roland Guyotte moved to approve Chollett’s proposed changes to page 3 and to accept
the 7.12 document and procedures as presented. Cyrus Bina seconded.
A unanimous vote passed the motion.
Cyrus Bina then moved to adjourn the Division Meeting. Jennifer Deane seconded.
Meeting adjourned at 6:56 p.m.
Minutes respectfully submitted by:
Holly Gruntner, Morris Student Academic Fellow

